Changes in activity in animal groups are a potential source of group fragmentation if members do not coordinate themselves. This coordination can become further complicated when individuals within a group face conflicts of interest. We experimentally induced symmetrical conflicts of interest over which direction to choose in meerkat, Suricata suricatta, groups. We trained dominant and subordinate individuals to expect food at locations in opposite directions when the group was still at its sleeping burrow (i.e. before the group started foraging). Trained individuals were more likely to initiate group departure in the direction of their rewarded location and there was no difference between dominants and subordinates in initiation rate. Initiation of group departure seemed to be the most important factor determining the final direction of the group, as the direction chosen by the first initiator was rarely challenged. We did not observe any obvious signals used to enhance recruitment during this process. Over the experimental days, initiator identity changed suggesting that individual motivation to initiate group departure varies from day to day. Meerkats voluntarily avoided immediate foraging benefits to maintain cohesion with the group, which probably prevented them from incurring costs associated with becoming isolated. We conclude that individuals refrain from initiating group splits when conflicts of interest are low and any individual can take the lead, often without the use of obvious signals other than the displacement itself. Ó 2011 The Association for the Study of Animal Behaviour. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
Many animal groups remain spatially cohesive even when their group members change activity or direction of travel. To achieve cohesion, individuals within a group have to coordinate themselves. The coordination phase can be seen as a phase during which mechanisms enable group members to aggregate their individual behaviours into group-specific behaviour. These aggregation rules 'assign to each combination of individual inputs a resulting collective output ' (Conradt & List 2009, pp. 721e722 ) and therefore link the individual decision level to the group decision level. This can be done by using self-organization rules (Camazine et al. 2001; Couzin et al. 2005; Sumpter 2006) or through specifically evolved signals (Black 1988; Stewart & Harcourt 1994; Boinski & Campbell 1995; Prins 1996; Bousquet et al., in press ).
The success of the coordination phase also depends on the presence of conflicts of interest within the group, because of either differences in individual requirements or the different information sets group members possess (Biro et al. 2006; King et al. 2008 ).
Substantial conflicts of interest can even lead to complete social segregation. For instance, in sexually dimorphic ungulates, temporal activity budgets differ widely between the sexes and cause complete sexual segregation in some of these species (Ruckstuhl & Neuhaus 2002) . However, in many species, groups remain cohesive even when strong conflicts of interest occur (King et al. 2008) . The study of conflicts of interest can help to elucidate the characteristics of individuals able to dictate their own interest to others (King et al. 2008) , but also to understand how a group can remain united despite these conflicts (Prins 1996) .
Research on conflicts of interest has received a lot of theoretical modelling (Kummer 1968; Rees 1987; Prins 1996; Boinski 2000; Conradt & Roper 2005; King et al. 2009 ). However, empirical tests of the effects of conflicts of interest are still rare (Sumpter & Beekman 2003; King et al. 2008; Dyer et al. 2009; Harcourt et al. 2010) , potentially because it can be difficult or unethical to elicit conflicts of interest within animal groups. 
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